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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1-15 have been examined. 

Papers Submitted 

2. It is hereby acknowledged that the following papers have been received and placed of 
record in the file: IDS as received on 2/25/2002, 6/4/2004, 12/4/2004 (x4), and 12/13/2004. 

Specification 

3. The title of the invention is not descriptive. A new title is required that is clearly 
indicative of the invention to which the claims are directed. 

4. The lengthy specification has not been checked to the extent necessary to determine the 
presence of all possible minor errors. Applicant's cooperation is requested in correcting any 
errors of which applicant may become aware in the specification. 

Drawings 

5. New corrected drawings in compliance with 37 CFR 1 . 121(d) are required in this 
application because the drawings contain text and reference numbers that are illegible. Some of 
the drawings are also much too small to read. Applicant is advised to employ the services of a 
competent patent draftsperson outside the Office, as the U.S. Patent and Trademark Office no 
longer prepares new drawings. The corrected drawings are required in reply to the Office action 
to avoid abandonment of the application. The requirement for corrected drawings will not be 
held in abeyance. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §101 

6. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of matter, or 
any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions and 
requirements of this title. 

7. Claims 1-6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is directed to 
non-statutory subject matter. More specifically, claims 1-6 are directed towards a computer 
instruction (i.e., software), which is simply an abstract idea. It is not a process, machine, 
manufacture, or composition of matter. 

Claim Objections 

8. In claim 1, replace "comprises" with —comprising-. 

9. Claim 2 is objected to because it does not end with a period. Appropriate correction is 
required. 

10. Claim 3 is objected to because of the following informalities: Please replace "instruction, 
ctx" with —instruction and ctx— . Also, replace "the context number" with —the specified context 
number-. Appropriate correction is required. 

1 1 . Claim 4 is objected to because of the following informalities: Please replace "the context 
number" with -the specified context number-. Appropriate correction is required. 

12. Claim 5 is objected to because of the following informalities: Please replace 
"optionaMoken" with -optional token-. Appropriate correction is required. 
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13. Claim 6 is objected to because that grammar is unclear. More specifically, the word 
"defer" does not appear to belong in the claim, and for purposes of examination, the examiner 
will ignore the word "defer." Appropriate correction is required. 

14. Claim 7 is objected to because of the following informalities: Please replace "comprises" 
with —comprising— and "a executing" with —an executing—. Also, replace "an specified" with — 
a specified—. Appropriate correction is required. 

15. Claim 10 is objected to because of the following informalities: Please replace "a 
executing" with —an executing—. Appropriate correction is required. 

16. Claim 13 is objected to because of the following informalities: Please replace "medium" 
with --storage medium-. Also, replace "a executing" with -an executing-. Appropriate 
correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

17. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

1 8. Claims 2-4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as failing to comply with 
the enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not described in 
the specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with 
which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use the invention. More specifically, the 
examiner is unclear as to implement and use a branch instruction having the format set forth in 
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claim 2. That is, why are there two "ctx" fields and what do the brackets represent. The 
specification and drawings to not appear to explain such a format. In addition, 

19. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

20. Claims 2-4 and 6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which appHcant 
regards as the invention. 

21. Regarding claim 2, applicant states that "the instruction has the following formaf (i.e., 
singular), but lists two distinct formats. Clearly, the instruction carmot be of both formats at the 
same time. Therefore, applicant should clarify the claim so that it is clear that the instruction has 
"one of the following formats" (any language that makes this clear will be sufficient). 

22. Claim 3 recites the limitation "the address branch operation" in the last line of the claim. 
There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

23. Claim 6 recites the limitation "the branch operation" in the last line of the claim. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. Is applicant referring to the context 
branch instruction of claim 5 or to the branch instruction of claim 6 or just some different 
operation altogether? Also, applicant refers to "the instruction" in line 2 of the claim. Is 
applicant referring to the context branch instruction following another branch instruction or to a 
second instruction following the context branch instruction? Applicant must take the appropriate 
steps to clarify the claim. The examiner's interpretation of the claim for purposes of examination 
will be evident below. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

24. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

25. Claims 1-3, 7-8, 10-11, and 13-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Eickemeyer et al., U.S. Patent No. 6,061,710 (herein referred to as Eickemeyer). 

26. Referring to claim 1, Eickemeyer has taught a computer instruction comprises a context 
branch that causes an instruction stream to branch to another instruction stream having an 
address at a specified label based on whether or not a current context number matches a specified 
context number. See Fig.2, Fig.5, and column 6, line 25, to column 7, line 16. Essentially, a 
branch instruction will try to reserve/specify a hardware context so that the alternate branch path 
may be executed on that context (Fig.2 shows a signal for reserving context N for the alternate 
branch leg). If that context N is available (i.e., context N is the current context), then the branch 
will occur and the alternate/target path will be executed. However, if context N is unavailable, 
then the current context is not context N, and the alternate/target path may not be selected for 
execution. In addition, a target address (label) must clearly be specified by the branch. 

27. Referring to claim 2, Eickemeyer has taught a context branch instruction as ciescribed in 
claim 1 . Eickemeyer has further taught that the instruction has the following format: 
br=ctx[ctx,label#], optionaMoken, br!=ctx[ctx,label#], optionaMoken. In a first interpretation 
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of the claim, the examiner assumes that the branch instruction may be either one of the formats 
since it cannot be both at the same time. And, since the token is optional, the first format could 
be seen to cover "br=ctx[ctx, label#], token" or "br=ctx[ctx, label#]". The examiner asserts that 
Eickemeyer teaches the latter in that the branch will specify a context to reserve as well as an 
address. Eickemeyer does not mention anything about a token in the branch instruction, but 
since applicant's token is optional, Eickemeyer does not need to have this token. 

28. Referring to claim 3, Eickemeyer has taught a context branch instruction as described in 
claim 1 . Eickemeyer has further taught that the label# is a symbolic label corresponding to the 
address of an instruction, ctx is the context nvmiber. As discussed above, Eickemeyer' s branches 
will specify a cpntext to reserve and also an branching address. 

29. Referring to claim 7, Eickemeyer has taught a method of operating a processor comprises 
evaluating a context number of an executing context to determine whether the context number of 
the executing context matches a specified context number, and branching to a specified 
instruction in accordance with evaluating the context number of the executing context. See 
Fig.2, Fig.5, and colxmin 6, line 25, to column 7, line 16. Essentially, a branch instruction will 
try to reserve/specify a hardware executing context (a context associated with execution) so that 
the alternate branch path may be executed on that context (Fig.2 shows a signal for reserving 
context N for the alternate branch leg). If that context N is available, then the branch will occur 
and the alternate/target path will be executed. 

30. Referring to claim 8, Eickemeyer has taught a method as described iii claim 7. 
Eickemeyer has further taught that branching further comprises branching if the executing 
context number matches the specified context number. As previously explained, a context will 
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be specified via signal shown in Fig.2, and if the executing context is available, branching 
occurs, and the alternate path will be executed. 

3 1 . Referring to claim 1 0, Eickemeyer has taught a processor that can execute multiple 
contexts and that comprises: 

a) a register stack. See column 8, lines 43-63 and note that each context has a separate register 
pool 

b) a program counter (PC) for each executing context. See column 8, lines 43-63, and note that 
each context receives a PC. 

c) an arithmetic logic unit coupled to the register stack (an ALU inherently exists to execute 
arithmetic/logical type operations) and a program control store that stores a context swap 
instruction (branch instruction) that causes the processor to evaluate a context number of an 
executing context to determine whether the context number of the executing context matches a 
specified context number, and branch to a specified instruction in accordance with evaluating the 
context number of the executing context. See Fig.2, Fig.5, and column 6, line 25, to column 7, 
line 16. Essentially, a branch instruction will try to reserve/specify a hardware executing context 
(a context associated with execution) so that the alternate branch path may be executed on that 
context (Fig.2 shows a signal for reserving context N for the alternate branch leg). If that context 
N is available, then the branch will occur and the alternate/target path will be executed. 

32. Referring to claim 11, Eickemeyer has taught a processor as described in claim 10. 
Furthermore, claim 1 1 is rejected for the same reasons set forth in the rejection of claim 8. 

33. Referring to claim 1 3, Eickemeyer has taught a computer program product residing on a 
computer-readable medium (see Fig.l, components 130, 140, and 150, for instance) for causing a 
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processor that executes multiple contexts to perform a function comprises instructions causing 
the processor to evaluate a context number of an executing context to determine whether the 
context number of the executing context matches a specified context number, and branch to a 
specified instruction in accordance with evaluating the context number of the executing context. 
See Fig.2, Fig.5, and colvunn 6, line 25, to column 7, line 16. Essentially, a branch instruction 
will try to reserve/specify a hardware executing context (a context associated with execution) so 
that the alternate branch path may be executed on that context (Fig.2 shows a signal for reserving 
context N for the alternate branch leg). If that context N is available, then the branch will occur 
and the alternate/target path will be executed. 

34. Referring to claim 14, Eickemeyer has taught a product as described in claim 13. 
Furthermore, claim 14 is rejected for the same reasons set forth in the rejection of claim 8. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

35. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

36. Claims 2-5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Eickemeyer, 
as applied above, in view of Dowling, U.S. Patent No. 6,157,988. 

37. Referring to claim 2, Eickemeyer has taught a context branch instruction as described in 
claim 1 . Eickemeyer has further not taught that the instruction has the following format: 
br=ctx[ctx,label#], optionaMoken, br!=ctx[ctx,label#], optional_token. The prior art only needs 
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to teach one of these formats to anticipate the claim. Eickemeyer does teach inherently teach a 
general format of br=ctx[ctx,label#] because the branch in Eickemeyer will specify a context to 
reserve and also provide a branching address. Using a second interpretation of the claim, 
Eickemeyer does not specifically teach a field for holding an optional token. However, Dowling 
has taught such a concept. See column 16, lines 43-54 and note that a branch instruction may 
have a field for holding a token that specifies whether or not the branch is early-resolvable. By 
tracking this, branches may be resolved one cycle earlier. As a result, in order to increase the 
speed of processing branches, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to modify Eickemeyer such that the branch includes an optional token. 

38. Referring to claim 3, Eickemeyer in view of Dowling has taught a context branch 
instruction as described in claim 1 . Eickemeyer has further taught that the label# is a symbolic 
label corresponding to the address of an instruction, ctx is the context number. As discussed 
above, Eickemeyer's branches will specify a context to reserve and also an branching address. 

39. Referring to claim 4, Eickemeyer in view of Dowling has taught a context branch 
instruction as described in claim 3. While Eickemeyer has not explicitly taught that the context 
number has valid values of 0, 1, 2, or 3, Eickemeyer has taught that there are "n" contexts. See 
Fig.2. Clearly, it makes the most sense to number the contexts starting with 0, mainly because 
this would ensure that the least number of bits would be used to address the contexts. For 
instance, assume there are 15 contexts. If we start numbering the contexts with 0, then the 
system would need four address bits to address any of the 15 contexts (since we'd be addressing 
contexts 0-14 (0000-1 1 10 in binary)). However, if we start numbering the contexts at 4, then we 
would need 5 bits to perform addressing (since we'd be addressing contexts 4-18 (00100-10010 
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in binary)). As a result, it would have been obvious for valid contexts to include 0, 1, 2, or 3 
since it Eickemeyer has said that there are "n" contexts and it makes the most sense to have "n" 
include 0, 1, 2, etc. 

40. Referring to claim 5, Eickemeyer has taught a computer instruction as described in claim 
1. Eickemeyer has not taught that the instruction has an optional token. However, Dowling has 
taught such a concept. See column 13, lines 14-20, and 16, lines 43-54, and note that a branch 
instruction may have a field for holding a token that specifies whether or not the branch is early- 
resolvable. By tracking this, branches may be resolved one cycle earlier. As a result, in order to 
increase the speed of processing branches, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention to modify Eickemeyer such that the branch includes an 
optional token. 

41. Claims 4, 9, 12, and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Eickemeyer, as applied above. 

42. Referring to claim 4, Eickemeyer in view of Dowling has taught a context branch 
instruction as described in claim 3. While Eickemeyer has not explicitly taught that the context 
number has valid values of 0, 1, 2, or 3, Eickemeyer has taught that there are "n" contexts. See 
Fig.2. Clearly, it makes the most sense to number the contexts starting with 0, mainly because 
this would ensure that the least number of bits would be used to address the contexts. For 
instance, assume there are 15 contexts. If we start numbering the contexts with 0, then the 
system would need four address bits to address any of the 15 contexts (since we'd be addressing 
contexts 0-14 (0000-1 1 10 in binary)). However, if we start numbering the contexts at 4, then we 
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would need 5 bits to perform addressing (since we'd be addressing contexts 4-18 (00100-10010 
in binary)). As a result, it would have been obvious for valid contexts to include 0, 1, 2, or 3 
since it Eickemeyer has said that there are "n" contexts and it makes the most sense to have "n" 
include 0, 1 , 2, etc. 

43. Referring to claim 9, Eickemeyer has taught a method as described in claim 7. 
Furthermore, claim 9 is rejected for the same reasons set forth in the rejection of claim 4 above. 

44. Referring to claim 12, Eickemeyer has taught a processor as described in claim 10. 
Furthermore, claim 12 is rejected for the same reasons set forth in the rejection of claim 9 above. 

45. Referring to claim 15, Eickemeyer has taught a processor as described in claim 14. 
Furthermore, claim 15 is rejected for the same reasons set forth in the rejection of claim 9 above. 

46. Claims 5-6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Eickemeyer, 
as applied above, in view of Holmann, et al., U.S. Patent No. 5,815,698 (herein referred to as 
Holmann). 

47. Referring to claim 5, Eickemeyer has taught a context branch instruction as described in 
claim 1 . Eickemeyer has not taught that the instruction has an optional token. However, 
Holmann has taught such a concept. See Fig. 13- 17 and column 13, lines 56-59, and note the 
delay field. The delay field holds a variable amount of delay until the branch is executed. So, an 
amount of instructions equal to the delay amount and following the branch may begin executing. 
This has the well known advantage of not sitting idle while the processor waits to determine the 
outcome of the branch. Consequently, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
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art at the time of the invention to modify Eickemeyer such that the branch includes an optional 
token (delay amount). 

48. Referring to claim 6, Eickemeyer in view of Holmann has taught a context branch 
instruction as described in claim 5, Eickemeyer in view of Holmann, for the reasons discussed in 
the rejection of claim 5 above, has further taught that the instruction has an optional token that 
causes a processor to execute the instruction following the branch instruction before performing 
the branch operation. 



Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to David J. Huisman whose telephone number is (571), 272-4 168. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday (8:00-4:30). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Eddie Chan can be reached on (571) 272-4162. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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DJH 

David J. Huisman 
March 8, 2006 
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